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I. Istroduction: Stetement of the Problem

1. %he basic objective of the economic defense program iz to limit
or impair the present and potential military strength of the Communist bloc
without undue impeirment of the military and ecomomic strength and politicel
unity of the fres world, insofar s this can be accomplisbed through controls
on the trade and cther external economic relastions of the bloe. The simplest
and most obvicus method of doing this would be to deny to the dloc all
imports from the rest of the world. A complete stoppage of trade would
ensure both a) the denisl of imperts particularly significant to the bloc
ailitery buildeup and D) the maximum overall loss of trade advantage to

the bloc. gt
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2. However, in the went«m defense m&: 'J::%;fwm stoppege
of trade with the bloc bas—been rulef out, partly because this would be at
varience with established US foreign sconomic policy which fevors expended
trade and liberal trade policies, but mainly because it {s fairly clear that
& complete embargo on trade with the bloc would be diplometically unattainable
in a multilsteral framevork. An ostensible reason frequently stated and
given its classical expression by Churchill is that trade provides "helpful
contacte and associstions,” permits "friendly infiltrstion.” In any case,
the policy adopted was a policy of limited controls over exports to the bloe.

3. From the vievpoint of economic defense cbjectives alome, i.e., the
maximm fmpairment of Soviet capedilities relative to those of the West, a
complete embargoe on Bast-West trade is preferable to a limited or "selective”
control program. But given the necessity of a limited control program, the
problem then is prisarily one of means, rather than ends. FEow shall trade
be limited and how far? Which imports of the Soviet bloc should be selected
for é.:nh.l? To what degree should the normal volume and pattern of imports

be ‘interfered with?
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1. mr ergﬁim of Present Policies
1. %,}eetivw

The present multilateral economic defense (export control) program
is essentinlly = selective contrel system, one which gttempts to identify
and deny those imports which would contridute most to Bloe miltitary capabilities.
BSC 152/3 expresses ane of the ganeral cbjectives of the control rogras as
"te control selectively exports of commodities and supply of smicm from
the free world vhich contribute sigfficantly to the war potential of the
Soviet bloc.” (ﬁu dacument not ouly askumes that the effects of the denial
of perticular goods or Eroups of commodities on the bloe econcmic potentiel
for war can be calcnla.te&;“it suggests thet these can be veighed sgainst the
edvantages to the free world of the trade that would othervise results

"+e. interference in the trele betmn the free world

and the Savict bloe should take ghce oalq where a clear advantage

tu the free world would scorue from puch &nte}rmnce" (Para. 3). )

' m first "general considerstion” set forth in NSO 152/3 suggests

thet the purpose of trade controls ig to reduce the "relative economic
potential for war” of the Soviet bloc. Hothing i3 said sbout cbtaining the
maximm reduction in the bloa's relative economic potential, presumably
because of an awareness of the difficulties and costs which such an attempt
would entrail for meny friendly countries. Yet running through the record
of offiecial discussions of the control progrem is an implieit assumption
that the odbjectives of the econcmic defense program can be fully achieved
merely by selective trade controls. The fact that the Soviet gaine from
trade in other than"strategic” items appears to de overlooked.
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Although US trade with the Soviet bloe and Chins has virtually oeased,
the United States bas never advocated a complete cessation of trade with the
Comminist countries. A selective centrel program, on the contrary, has been
advocated not as "half 2 loaf beSter than none® expsfiiency but rationalized
28 good in principle.

"Assuming thet the necessary security safeguerds ere present,

the freewworld countries take the view that there are positive

W%Mmem%hmmh&t%t trade~-

umﬂnothertmﬁe»«wdthcynhems&xtmtobnpm&n

Paths that might lsed to a sounder basis for pesce in the world.l

“Therefore the free world does not consider East-West trade
as bed in itself.
”xumwwwmmttmmmmmw

shares m:mﬁwmﬁmmu,nﬁsmmme

for undue concern over non-strategic East-West trade.”

On similer grounds the Randall Maimgr’ecmma to the President
and Congress in Jumuary of 195k "thsswf’cruit can be done without
Jeopardizing military security, and smiudject to the exbargo on Commmiszt
ahm-usmhm, the United States szcguiesce in wore trede in peaceful
good: betwsen Western Burope and the Soviet bloc.” )

This view of the desirability of a limtted comtrol system of comse |
rests on the assumed nbmu; to distinguish between strategte o.nd nan-_y, );'5 J

0 @iscern-
strategic” }'” ‘well as/between: trade whieh confers a "clear advantage” 3
on the hﬂtﬁ mld. This involves the concept of "the net security aﬂvantw
The Pourth Battle Act Beport stated that the basic policy of the United QZm
on Tast-West trade rested on four rrinciples, of which wummber three read
"The free vorld mey derive s net security adventage out of some East-West
trade.” Mumwmmnmnmmmssdmmnmz

1. Statement prepered for Admirsl Delany's use before House Subcommittec
on Foreign Econamic Poliey, ED/EC D-86, April 15, 1955, p. &, 6.
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"Po wrge complete embargo in the present situation is to ignore
the fact that the present trade situation offers cpportunities to
the free world. The free world, with its emormous production, can
benefit from trade; the test iz vhat goods are traded anl on what
terms. The free nations are strounger econcumically that they have
ever been. Collectively they are far stronger than the Soviet bloc.
They possest tremendous resources. u the whole they have golid ond
healthy competitive systems. Their businessmen bave behind them
centuries of axpericnce in bargeising, merchandising, and servicing.
With these factors creating for the free vorld & currently strong
trading position, the free-world nations should be able to take
advantage of the needs of the Soviet bloc and Wy haxd bargaining gain
beneifits from East-West trade.”
Finslly it should be noted that, especlally since the resppraisal in
195k, the demirabdbility of a limited control system is a corollary of cortain
v assumptions regarding the imminence of war between {he Soviet hloc end the
free world, which were described as follows in the opening statement by the
United States at the meeting of the Consultstive Group in Paris in April 1gsk.t
Mo cne can assume that the pessibility of war hes
disappeared altogether from view. The risk of war is ever
present and must influence our thoughis and our actioms in
the period that lies abesd. Yet the balance of probability
favors the prospect of thers bedng a long period of tension,
of watchfulness, of unessiness in the world - temsion short
of war but ineluding within it the ever present risk of war.
"Our system of security comtrols wpon trade with the
Soviet areas must be fashiocmed and adapted to the situations
which confronts us. A system designed with the Lwminent
prospect of war is not that which we would have devised had
we sade the assugpiion whilek now guides our policies in all
related security Plelds, and has besn generslly coufirmed by
the outcome of the Berlin Conference.”
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et short run military ties.l

Before the revision of the COCOM snd Battle Aot lists in the summer
of 1954, there were no officially agreed international criteria for deter-
mmmzimmmumm. HoweveryThe COOOM lists were the
product of negotiations that began with proposals hy the US, the UK ant
Prance. In &rawing up their proposed lists, the following criteria were
employed in selecting items for embargos®

*{a) Items which are designed or uweed principally for

the profuction and/or development of arme, smmunition,

and {aplements of war.

"{d) Itess vhick would contribute significantly to the

war potemtial of the Soviet Dloc where the items

incorporate advanced technology or unique tecimo-

logical Imow~how. MWWMM

sufficiently important to the war potential of the

Soviet bloc that the sbsence of an esbargo would permit

& sigaificant advance in Soviet bloc technology over

its present level of development.

"{c) Items vhich would contridute signfficantly to the

war potential of the Soviet bloe in thet the {tims,

if esbargoed, wvould maintain or create a criticsl

dsficiency in the war potential of the Soviet bloc.*

For List 1T {quantitative controls) goods bad to be “highly isportant”
ir contributing to the war potential of the Soviet bloc in proportion to
1. ¥he China controls are, of course, directed much more broedly at ife

sapension of the Chinese economy snd industrisl base. In this gense

aut strategie assmptions. Hovever Ciins 58 a special sase, imcsres "

iz anocther papex.
2. Comsultstive Group Paper No. ¥, Ammex A, reproduced from G Doc. 213.

Approved For Release 2001/03/Qgcs@A-RDP63-00084A000100020021-1




Approved For Release 2001/03/03FETA-RDP63-00084A000100020021-1

6
the quantities exported. Items for List IIX (the surveillance 1ist) had
to be of “potential strategic significance” but 3 vhich availsble informe-
tion was insuffieent to establish the meed for embergo or guEntitative
control.

"War go%entm"lm interpreted es follows:

"War potential is to be viswed from both the short term

and the long term smspects. It incluldes (s) items of direct

military applicetion. It may alsc inclinde, amwngst others,

seleeted items whick regresent (b) gectors of industry in

which strategic and indusirial interests are vexry closely

mingled and vhare the items concerned can sasily and guickly

be turned over from peaceful uses %o the manufscture of wer

equipment or other direct militery application and (o) other

industris]l flelds which serve to support the basic economy

of a coumtry and vwhich thersfore support either a peacetime

or & vartime economy.”

The basis for deciding vhetber & specific commodity met these criteris
varied but in gemeral conventionsl concepts were used based on Americen
experience to identify goods “of direct military syplication” and "sectors
of mmmmw;wcmmmmﬂnmmcmw
mingled.” Aveilsble intelligence was censulted, but was relied vpon zore
for material that could be used §n COCOM discussione rather than for
conclusive evidence that the criteris were or were not met. Intelligence
often could supply information showing the degree of Soviet reliance wn
taports of partimnlar ftems (1.e, the watio of imports to domestic production)
but invariably was unsble to find that ssbergo of an item by itself
"eould maintain or create & critical deficiency in the wer potential of
the Soviet bloc.” Comsequently, if an ftem was regarded as "strategic”
in US defense and mobilization plamning circles, and if there was any
avidence that it was in “short supply” 1o the bioc, it was likely to be
proposed. for ewbargo or quantitative eomtrol. Frequently the fact of Sovist
bloc Wmmummwlmm,MMtMsmm

commodity, it does not constitute &

sxcellant reason for embargoing sny
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In 1954 a very substential downward revision of the COCOM lists was

effected.

For ihis purpose formel criteris were proposed by the US aad

adopted by the Comsultetive Group &s the basie for the COCOM review.l At
mats]mcethememmu, oa the basis of which a substantial prunicg
of the lists ook place appear not grestly different from the old onesn.

"(a)

“(b)

"(a)

Materials and equipment (by types and grades) which are
designed specially or used principally for the develogment,
production or utilisetion of arms, smsunition, implements
of war, and stomic energy msterials.

Materials aud equipmeat (by types and grades) which
incorporate advanced technology or unique technological
know-how (inclading production kmow-how), the scquisition
of which may reascnably be expected to permit a significant
advance in Soviet Rloc tecbnology in militery or atomic
energy production over the level of development already
achieved or expected to be schieved within a short pericd.
Haterials andequipment (by types and grades) in which the
Soviet Bloc has & defieiency which is eritical in relation
te 1ts military capabilities and which {t eould not over-
come within a short period.”

The chief difference is the elimination of the references to “war
potential sud in general the wording is much more precise. The comnotations
of the slimination of the wer potentisl target are set forth in a statement
by the UK delegation to the CG commenting on the proposed eriterias?

"In the United Kingdom view thers was no doubt that @ substantial

reduction in the Intermaticnal Lists wee desireble and strategicslly
Justifisble in the new circumstances. For example, they believed that
the following considersticns which were entirely consistent with the
ari%meéintbmw States paper (COCOM Document 1563)
should be taken into account when decifing on the removal of items

for the Liste:

I Consulative By Faper ¥o. III, Annex B.

a’ ﬁﬁw’ Pt m*llo
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“(e} That the Bloc was, or was becoming, self-sufficient, or
producld ewough of a perticular commodity to e able to
satlefy its militery aeeds without diffieulty.

"(b) That though an item made scme contribution to military potential
it was of & Eﬁwal;urpose charscter and was used for eilitary
purposes on a smexll scele in Proportion to its eivilian uses.

"(c) That en item served the basic economy of & country and wes not
closely enough related to military production to Justify embargo.”

The effect of the 195k iimt revision by COCOM was to limit the control

system to only those items {1} that make & direct and messurable centribution
to the production of military goods and related technology, or {2) in which
the Soviet bloc has e criticsl deficlency in relation to its militery capa-
bilities. Since the Britigh interpretation of (1) has been to exclinde
"multiple use"” commodities, f.e., goods which are useful in civilian pyvduce
tion as well as military, relatively few imports qualify under the firsi
criterion {Listing guide {a)). Ifikewise there were very few cases where (b)
advanced technology was cited. The burden of proof for most of the commoditee
retained therefore rested under (e} -- erdtfcal deficlency in relation to
military capabilitiss. Most of the aifficult guesticns and disagreementa
that have arisen have hed to do with Llsting gutde (c). witn regard to this
eriterion the Us delegation made the following statement in the Consultative
szl

"The first two listing guides were quite self-explanatory and,

2t this stege, 414 not seem to nsed clariffcation. With respect to the
third listing guide, which would establish the yardstick of a "deficiency
which is eritical n relation to its Soviet Bloc military capabilities”
the term "military capabilities” was imtended te include both present
and future capabilities. hﬁru&mﬁuﬁma«?mmm
concernad, his Govermment would expect that, generally and subject to
variations in reletion to the facts in individua) cases, fteme fPand

to meet efther of the first two guides would be considered eligible

1. ©6 XXI, page &, 114.
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eligivls for embargo, guantitative comirol, or "surveillance”, depending
on the facts in the individual case.”

This interpretation of military capebilities as camprehending both
present and future, wes not written inmto the listing guides. It comes
closest to approximating the old criteria with thelir emphasis on wer
potentisl but any such interpretation would have come into confliet with
the British interpretation given sbove which clearly exeluled ctting & g W
contribution o the "basic econcay” as & Justification for denial. j\ﬁtiﬂh
because of this vhars the United States has sttempted to Justify embargo
of s camodity (e.g. rolling mills and eopper) unfer this criterion, it bas
military requirements for the camsodity in time of wvar rather than as relating
mmmmmorunmmmtmmmﬁmmmﬁ

3. Refests of Beviston R

Btrictly interpreted the new criteris were dbound to produce o

redicel pruning of the lists. This was not becsuse the new criterie were
nmnﬂmmqummmawwzmmmu;_»“«-‘
mwmtmmrwmzmmdmmmgﬂwv ’
the British interpretation not only excluded multiple use items from control--
0 mitter hov important the milftary applicetions might be in a qualitative
s@g--mmcmmmumbuummmwm
wvhich would contribute to the expansion of bloc industry even though not
d.h'ncﬁ;r +6 liivary production. Not a gresat deal is left.

¥oreover, sach item wes considered on its individual merits without
any systemstic sttesmpt to calculate the sggregete effects on bloc capedllities
of the list revision ss & whole. The aggregate effect of the list revision
thus bad an isdeterminste relationship to the dscisions in each individual
case. Whan the list reviewws over the United States Govermment had to

PN R e
alnit that hmmummmmmmwmu iike to see.
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In the field of mechine tocls and metal vorking equipment a muber of
specialized items such a8 certain types of baring mills and lathes were retained
on the embargo list becsuse they met criteria (a) or {¢). In the first cage
the techndcisns were sble 1o agree that such equipment was designed to be used
principally in the production of ordnsnce, aireraft, or otter military items.

In many osses the items wers more precisely defined and delimited. The items

for which critical deficliency was claimed are more subject to guestion; in

meny ceses the intelligence data did not clesrly meet the criteriom but the

item was retained on an od hoc besis. General purpose machine tools such as
turret lsthes vere removed from the list and rolling mills were retained on the
embargo list only provisiomally. The subsequent dispute over rolling mills

bes demonsirated that the comtrols erected on the present criteria are extremely
limited since many types of rolling mills slthough basic to heavy industry
expension 4o not qualify under the eriteria. Neavy power generating equipment

ves kept under esbargo but subject to contimiing dispute. Rail transportation
equipment including fiat cars, tenk cars and reils were removed frow control
slthongl the UBER is engmged in s major expansion of its rail transportation
sysiem. Copper metal was kept under ewbargo only under strong protest and bare
copper wire wae put on Iist ITI. AOnly-e—Lfeow-meials, colusbivm, molybdemum, ccbalt,
tantalum, tlteniw and germeniul, NETNRTS AT S o ;ni’/ et PO At g
The sbove description does not pwrport to be anything but illustrative

of the facte that vhile a mmier of special purpose equipment items
remain under embergo, many items are no longer controlled which must contribute
to the cxpanslon of the Soviet bloc's industrial wer potentisl in proportion
to the quantities which will) in the future be izported.
I1I. Evelustion of the Present Controls

BSC 152/3 conclundes that:

“Over the long term, trale comtrols, though withholding a
contribution to the oversll Soviet bloc economy, camnot sericusly
impair that econoy. Over the short term and in selected sreas,
however, there probably is & retardstion of the growth of Soviet
war potential.”
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i\ Bven 1 me sdmits that the eontrols sctuslly depress the volume of
trade, the effect of the present controls is admittedly slight. The bloc
econamy is large, highly though pot uniformiy industrislized, and diversified,
whereas the total volume snd value of its imports by comparison is very small.
NIE-59 comcluded in April of 1953 mtumunwarmmm
axm’ammlnmmthaimiﬁmtmmm general level of
econonic sotivity of either the bloc or the West and that while scee bottle-
necks would be created vhich would reduce production of specific military
endeitens, most of these would be eliminated and the imporia repleced by domestic
production within & period of four years. Again NIE 1003=54 estimated in
March of 1954 that s substential relaxation of controls would incresse bloc
esconomic capebilities but not significantly and that the adventage to bloc
military potentisl vould almost certainly be small. = V! #3

Since the oversll impset of present comtrols is admittedly slighi the
most pertinent questions thst can be asked sbout the impact of the controls are
“these: (1) Is the impact of denial actually comcentrated on the intended
terget, i.e., production of military goods, or is it genmeralized throughout
the economy? sod (2) Is tbe aggregate impect of the present conirol system
the meximmm impact that can be chtained per value unit of goods denied to the
bloc?

1. Incidence of Effects Within the Bloc
hmMitmmﬁkmthmyMWbymhm
which the bloc could not in time andt 2t sgme cost produce in requisite quantities.

One commodity which so far as is known is not produced in the bloc and which
has importent military uses in the bloc is naturel rubber. However, natural
rubber hae pever been effectively controlled because important supplying
countries were ocutside the control mechinery., In aimost every case the bloe
bhas its own production of the comsodity snd wishes 1o supplement it by imports.
In few, if sny, cases has intelligence been asble to demonsirate that the denial
afmiwt%d&wthem@utcprwnmmuﬂimwinm
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Soviet bloc. It bas been somewhat essier to demonstrate that certain commmditics
embody & contribution of advanced technology but here again the presumption must
be that the technology in question is transferable -- though perhaps at greater
cost and delay -- by other means than proto-types.

The present controls have been described as aimed at bloc military
production capabilities.l However, aiming and firing at a target does not
gun'anm 8 hit; the target may move, apd shortages may became surpluses. What
is ceritain is that a number of goods remain under exbargo which the Soviet bloc
would like to acquire and which it would probably have used in its war production
industries. There is no way of telling == beyond mere presurption -- that the
denisl will limit or depress overall production of military end-items. In most
cages it musi be presumed that the denial of thesme goods means that the bloe
vill produce them itself -- probably at a higher cost =- but the burden may
wvell be shifted and borne by the investment or consumptiion gsectars of the bloc
econamy, or it may be overcome by expanded trade in nom-controlled items. This
mey have s long-run although insignificant effect on the expansion of the bloe's
overall econcmic capsbilities but would not affect the industrial potential or
military cepabilities of the bloc at all in the short run. In the process of
aiming at this oerrover-military production-targete-a mumber of imports that
obviously contribute something to the growth of the Boviet economy have been
removed from comtrol. This may have been justified by diplamatic and political
considerntions but the overall effect on relative economic capabilities--though
probably very slight--wvas almost surely favorable to the Seviet bloc.

2. HRelative Productivity of Present Controls
Contrasted with the incidence of the impect of controls es between
variocus sectors of the bloc econcmy, there is the question of the aggresate
impact or coft -- wherever it falls withim the economy =« Of & given aet of

1. 'y c Defense, Wovember 5, 1953 (BECRET), also
EDAC De101, Pedbruary 8, 1955, p. 4.
SECRET
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eontrols. If we cannot be sure vhere the cost is borne, can we at least
be sure that, given the degree of multilateral centrels politically cbtainable,
we are imposing the meximum cost on the bloc? The anawer to this is that we
cannot be sure since the items melected for control were not selscted sn
this besis. Qhuﬂan«mmu%uamtmﬁmb&www
follows if one accepts them y htfm‘(ﬁbzt %;W limit the total
volume of bloc imports

e AN . 2 AT wRT iy e N bl ¢ B RAte 4

are-viiliag-bo-secrifice, But we have -- at present -- no way of inowing
whether and to what extent the bloc will replsce the denied goods snd how
much this would eost the bloc. Put snother way, we bave no concrete statistieal
messure of the econamic gain to the bloe fram the irade 16 1t vere elloved
to take place. MWtwmhm--mimntofihmnacMc
copabilities.~- is the loss of this= advantage which inm turn is related to
the cost of replacing the imports from its own rescurces adjwsted by the
mvmmmmmmwmmwmmmmw.
_gwmwmmahmmmwtbemtmmthm
4% 15 & fumction of the amount of treds cut off and thet the greater the
"wma?mwmﬁaﬁum,mmmmwoxmmm
mmtmt\mmwmmwmmmbm
{mports either on the basis of their wnique contribution to the production
of & specific military endeltem,’ bk on the basis of the relatire cost to
* the bloc of replacing different imports.

3' m m g& Mw . b ,(.«-.‘:.;,w» ‘ g4 ',""‘ 2R l.vli § s ‘: et a‘** .
44 TEET Y et b ELcby g b I 7T
i3 A

[ I Lob el

It followe from the-wbove that. the dental (or vice-versa) of s
single comodity can almost never: be Justified #0lely in relaticn to that
commodity but only as a part of a hundle orlisto&m-:tﬁitl?s seJ:acted
to cut dom the volume of Rast-Vest trade. Tmshil is Chtow to ey
of a:particular transaction or bilateral trade arrangment as involviag
& net securily edvantage for the West, insofur as this edvantage is
concelved of in terms of altered relative economic capabllities. The
effect of trede controls on relative economic capabilities can be analyzed,
if at all, only in terms of the aggregates imvolved.
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In asgregate terms, the econcmic sdvantage of East-Wesi trade is
probably greater for the Soviet bloc than for the West. Studles conducted
by the Ecopncmic Intelligence Committee in connection with NIB-59 provided
good evidence that the cost to the bloc of eliminating all East-West trade then
(1950-51) being carried on would be considersbly grester ihan the cost to the

HWest. In-obber words

Moreover, comsidering the bloc's lower

level of production snd income, the gain to the bloc 1s relatively grester %&nj o ;
.,ji {)\ At x4
Srd é

% Fart

the comperison of sbsolute gains would suggest. Fven more laportant,) the a&vm«

tage of trede to the blog, or conversely the cost of cessation of irade, was
R L herle il 4 g gt
thought to be much more directly related %o um,\w, wheresas

in the West militery capsbilities comid mully be said to depend on Dast-West
tradec &t 8il. There is no reason to believe that the same is not true with
respect to the present level of trade and within fairiy wide limits of additions
to or decreeses from that level.

As fer ae the econcmic apalysis of BesteWest irade cAn be carried, therefore,
the net adventage clearly lies with the blec. In the sbsence of evidence to the
contraxry, soything that increases trade between the bloc and the rest of the
world increases the bloc's ecenomic capebilities relative to those of the West
and vice verse. A particular transaction or set of transacticums can only be said
to invelve a net sdvantage to the United States whem poiltical or gther none
econmmic factors arve introduced inte the amalysis; since these are uwsually
noneguentifisble it is only a figure of speech to say there is & pet adventage
for the United Stetes. What is meant is merely that in a particulsr cese

political cousiderations are overriding.
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L i icatd for
The foregoing discussion may be summarized briefly s follows: /. .]
¢ Prafally TV Jos LF
1. Trade controls interfere with the compositiony ¥f-net With

the velume of Emgi~West trade.

2. Trade controls thus impose an econcmic cost to both the
Soviet bloc and the West.

3. This cost is relatively small on both sides but greater
for the bloc both absolutely and relatively snd provably
algo infringes om the militery sector of the bloc SCONCAY «
In other words, trade controls hurt the bloc more then they
ot the West,

h, We do not know how the impact of trede controls within the
bloc is distributed between variocus sectors of the economy,
butitispummdﬁmtheuﬁmaftbeamﬂseﬁarguﬁ
that the cost falls om both the military and investiment
sectors.

What this implies furﬁmlw} (on the serrew level of econcmic analysis)
ie nothing less than s camplete embargo on Eagt-West trade. Hovever, as we have
seen such an extreme policy would not be acceptable to other perticipating coune
tries, and in respect of & muher of commodities would probably not be feasible.
Political and diplommtic expediency end other practical considerations therefore
diciete & limited flexible control program,

The criteria employed in selecting gools for denisl under the present
econtrol progris sare unsatisfactory becsuse on the one hand they exclude from
contrel not only basic camsodities (raw materisls and heavy primsry capital
equipment) essential to econamic amd industrial growth, but slso many things that
enter into militery praduction but also lave civilian uses. It attempts to be

SECRET

Approved For Release 2001/03/02 : CIA-RDP63-00084A000100020021-1



Approved For Release 2001IO3W|A-RDP63-00084A000100020021 -1
16

more selective then ocur knowledge of the Soviet economy permits; it relies too

little on presumption (frequently cempelling) and too excinsively on proof

{usually non-existent). o
Tius ve necd & more "rougs ead resdy”, pragmtic set-of comtroly-ant |

criteria. @mﬁmmx‘mﬂhm& is comcerned with the overall impact and

does not quibble over individuml items, which does not argne that this item is

hard core and thet one is not. Finally, we should recognize that in practically

nc case where there is disagreement is the effect on the bloc ome wey or the f;

other significent encugh to justify the lose of good will of any of ocur allies |

or the expenditure of kigh level di@lm‘?iieymgie; that should be devoted to ~

nore izpoctant lssues.! : ; ;’z({:(;{:.i \c .(vw fi(f(ﬁ(,ﬁ; }; ia:, g Al g r’dﬁ‘t{r ik s
The following section explores the sveilability of alternative conceptual

spproaches to, and criteria for, a limited control progrsm. In the end it may

turn oul on puzely p:ra.gmtic grounds that the best limited eantrol system is

AR ) \EM e “«mw bat et Lo
with modifications,” the one we kave pow. 1t, to r@m’b’\g pragaatic grounds;

an obyec e

oot on the continmued acceptance of tie distinction between "strategic” and

“non-gtrategic” as pene
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